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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's amendment of claims 27, 28, 29 and 30 reflects "comparison signal 
for use in authentication". These claims are addressed in the rejections herein. 

2. Applicant 's arguments with respect to claims 1 -33 have been considered but 
are not persuasive due to the fallowing reasons: 

3. Applicant argues that grouping of the claims remains inappropriate. Applicant 
argues for example that terms "comparing" and "verifying" are not the same. Applicant, 
however, has not explained the difference between the functions described by these 
terms and has not shown how the alleged differences are reflected in the claims. 
Examiner states that broad but reasonable interpretation of the claims has been applied 
and claims have been grouped according to their scope and subject matter. Therefore 
grounds of rejection based on grouping of the claims are deemed valid. Detailed 
explanation of reasons for grouping of the claims is provided herein as follows: 

3.1 . Applicant uses the listing of the independent claims in accordance with 
respective functions as they are recited in the independent claims. The functions are 
marked as following: 

M = measuring 

C = converting 

E = extracting 

R = registering 
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V = verifying 

V = verifying (no extraction is involved) 
CMP = comparing 

3.2 Examiner states that this definition of functions recited in the independent claims 
is not accurate for the following reasons: 

3.3 Referring to the independent claims 1,19, 27, the function of verifying the 
biometric information with respect to a previously obtained biometric sample of an 
individual is performed by comparing the currently obtained biometric information with 
the one previously obtained and stored as recited in the independent claims 29-30. 
Therefore comparing and verification is the same function. Using the Applicant's table 
the grouping of the claims will look as following: 

Functions 

group I : Claims 1,19 and 27 MCEV 
group IV: Claims 29 and 30 MCE CMP 

As explained herein V=CMP, therefore the combination of functions for independent 
claims 1, 19, 27 and 29-30 equals MCEV. Having the same combination of functions 
recited, the instant claims are rejected by a combination of the same references, as 
shown in the rejections herein. 

3.4 Referring to claims 1,19, 27, Applicant points out that the instant claims recite 
measuring the biometric information, converting the biometric information, extracting the 
feature information and verifying against the previously extracted converted feature. 
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Applicant also points out that the independent claims 9, 22 and 28 recite measuring 
the biometric information, extracting the feature information, converting the extracted 
feature biometric information and verifying it against converted extracted feature 
previously obtained. 

Examiner points out that all of the functional steps performed are used only for 
accomplishing one thing - verification of the biometric information and thereby 
authenticating an individual. Verification is performed by comparing converted 
extracted feature or extracted converted feature with a previously obtained sample 
(extracted and converted). Therefore the process of verification recited in all of the 
independent claims 1, 19, 27 and 9, 22, 28 is the same and produces the same result 
regardless of the order of steps performed prior to verification. Therefore the prior art 
showing of all features MCE applies as well with claims reciting features MEC. 
3.5 Referring to the independent claims 1 7, 25 and 31 , Applicant states that the 
function steps recited are MCRV'. Examiner fully agrees with this interpretation of the 
functions recited in the instant claims and points out that these claims are rejected as a 
separate group as shown in rejections herein. However, with regard to the independent 
claims 18 and 26, examiner points out that the scope of these claims is broader than 
that of the claims 17, 25 and 31, since they do no recite the type of conversion used. 
Therefore claims 18 and 26 are not of similar scope to claims 17,25 and 31. Applicant 
states that the set of function steps recited in claims 18 and 26 is MCRV. Examiner 
agrees, but points out that verification is performed by comparison of a biometric 
sample information in the corresponding form previously obtained and stored. For the 
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purpose of comparing the two pieces of biometric information it is irrelevant weather 
these pieces are extracted converted portions of biometric information or converted 
biometric samples. From the technical point of view comparison is done by comparing 
certain bit values. Therefore the function step V = V and consequently, claims 18 and 
26 reciting steps MCV' can be grouped with claims 1,19 and 27 reciting steps MCV. 
Registering previously obtained information recited in claims 18 and 26 is the same as 
storing previously obtained biometric sample as recited in claims 1,19 and 27. 
3.6 In view of the reason presented herein, examiner states that claims have been 
grouped according to their scope and subject matter 

4. Referring to the independent claims 1, 19, 27 and 29, Applicant argues that 
Examiner uses distortion of the teachings of Strait in an effort to justify a combination 
with Kanevsky. Examiner respectfully disagrees with this assertion of interpretations of 
teachings of Strait. Referring to the instant claims, Strait discloses a system for 
normalizing biometric variations to authenticate users from a public database (see 
abstract). Strait teaches recording (i.e. extracting) the original biometric information and 
convolving (i.e. converting) the biometric measurements (i.e. extracted feature) - see 
column 53, lines 50-55. Strait teaches verifying the converted biometric information by 
comparing the error correcting codewords produced from the convolved biometric 
measurements (i.e. converted extracted feature biometric information) -see column 2, 
lines 30-50 and Fig. 2, blocks from 54 to 92. Examiner maintains that one of ordinary 
skill in the art would have been motivated to verify the extracted feature converted 
biometric information by comparing it against the extracted feature converted biometric 
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information previously obtained as taught in Strait for securing a cryptographic system 
based on biometric measurements (see Strait, column 2, lines 60-65). Examiner points 
out that the motivation to combine the teachings of Kanevsky and Strait is explicitly 
provided in Strait (column 2, lines 60-65). 

5. Referring to Applicant's argument as for meanings of the terms, Examiner points 
out that the terms in question are well known in the art and equating, for example, the 
term "convolving the biometric measurements" with the term "converting" is appropriate 
using the broad interpretation of the claim language. 

6. Referring to the independent claims 9, 22, 28 and 30, Applicant argues that 
Kanevsky fails to teach verifying the converted and extracted feature biometric 
information by comparing it against the converted and extracted feature biometric 
information previously obtained. Examiner agrees and points out that this very fact was 
explicitly stated in the rejection. However, as pointed out herein Strait teaches these 
features. Combination of Kanevsky and Strait renders claims 9, 22, 28 and 30 obvious. 

For the reasons stated herein, the rejection of claims 1,19, 27, 29 and 9, 22, 28 and 30 
is maintained. 

7. Referring to the instant claims, Applicant argues the teachings of Strait, much the 
same way is done in reference to other claims. Examiner points out that while Priddy 
does not explicitly teach verifying the extracted feature converted biometric information 
by comparing it against the extracted feature converted biometric information previously 
obtained. This feature is taught by Strait. Strait teaches verifying the converted 
biometric information by comparing the error correcting codewords produced from the 
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convolved biometric measurements (i.e. converted extracted feature biometric 
information) -see column 2, lines 30-50 and Fig. 2, blocks from 54 to 92. Therefore the 
combination of teachings of Priddy and those of Strait renders the claims 17, 25, 31-33 
obvious. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 1-16, 18-24 and 26-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kanevsky (U.S. Patent No. 6.092.192) in view of Strait (U.S. Patent 
No. 6.038.315). 

10. Referring to the instant claims, Kanevsky discloses a method for repetitive 
enrollment in a biometric recognition system (see title and abstract). 

Referring to claims 1,9, 14 and 18, Kanevsky teaches the method of extracting, 
processing and recognizing the biometric information of the user (see abstract and Fig 
2). The limitation "measuring means for measuring biometric information" is met by a 
spoken utterance (see column 4, lines 60-65 and Fig 3), which receives the biometric 
(voice) sample. The limitation "converting means for carrying out a predetermined 
conversion process" is met by encryption device (see Fig 3). 
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"Extracting feature information from the converted biometric information" is met by an 
extractor for extracting a biometric attribute from a user (see column 3, line 40). 
Kanevsky teaches comparing previously stored sample with the contemporaneously 
provided sample (see column 4, line 15) within the biometric verification system (see 
column 6, line 5). The limitation "biometric information of individuals which was 
previously obtained and registered in advance" is met by storing biometric attribute in a 
memory device of a server (see column 3, line 40). Kanevsky, however, does not 
explicitly teach verifying the extracted feature converted biometric information by 
comparing it against the extracted feature converted biometric information previously 
obtained. Referring to the instant claims, Strait discloses a system for normalizing 
biometric variations to authenticate users from a public database (see abstract). Strait 
teaches recording (i.e. extracting) the original biometric information and convolving (i.e. 
converting) the biometric measurements (i.e. extracted feature) - see column 53, lines 
50-55. Strait teaches verifying the converted biometric information by comparing the 
error correcting codewords produced from the convolved biometric measurements (i.e. 
converted extracted feature biometric information) -see column 2, lines 30-50 and 
Fig. 2, blocks from 54 to 92. The limitation "comparison signal for use in authenticating" 
is met by comparing codewords and outputting match or no match result. 

Therefore, at the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to verifying the extracted feature converted biometric information 
of Kanevsky by comparing it against the extracted feature converted biometric 
information previously obtained as taught in Strait. One of ordinary skill in the art would 
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have been motivated to verify the extracted feature converted biometric information by 
comparing it against the extracted feature converted biometric information previously 
obtained as taught in Strait for securing a cryptographic system based on biometric 
measurements (see Strait, column 2, lines 60-65). 

1 1 . Referring to claims 2, 3, 10 and 1 1 , the limitation "personal information related 
to the individual as the parameters" are met by password and decryption key (see 
column 8, line 40). 

12. Referring to claims 4, 7, 8 and 12, the limitations recited in these claims are 
met by Fig 1 , which shows a network with the client computers where the extraction and 
encryption takes place and the server where verification takes place. The limitation 
"enciphering key" is met by the encryption keys (see column 7, line 55-65). 

1 3. Referring to claims 5,6,13-16,19- 24, 26 - 30, Kanevsky teaches the use 

of a server memory device(see abstract), which constitutes "recording medium", recited 
in the instant claims. 

14. Claims 17, 25 and 31-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
anticipated by Priddy (U.S. Patent No. 5.984.366) in view of Strait (U.S. Patent No. 
6.038.315). 

1 5. Referring to the instant claims Priddy discloses a system for creating and 
authenticating self-verifying articles (see abstract). The limitation "converting means for 
carrying out a predetermined conversion process 11 is met by computer, which includes 
the necessary encodation (conversion) algorithms (see column 5, lines 28 - 29). 
Priddy teaches encoding the biometric data by using at list compression algorithms (see 
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column 7, lines 33 -35). Priddy, however, does not explicitly teach verifying the 
extracted feature converted biometric information by comparing it against the extracted 
feature converted biometric information previously obtained. Referring to the instant 
claims, Strait discloses a system for normalizing biometric variations to authenticate 
users from a public database (see abstract). Strait teaches recording (i.e. extracting) the 
original biometric information and convolving (i.e. converting) the biometric 
measurements (i.e. extracted feature) - see column 53, lines 50-55. Strait teaches 
verifying the converted biometric information by comparing the error correcting 
codewords produced from the convolved biometric measurements (i.e. converted 
extracted feature biometric information) -see column 2, lines 30-50 and Fig. 2, blocks 
from 54 to 92. 

Therefore, at the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to verifying the extracted feature converted biometric information 
of Priddy by comparing it against the extracted feature converted biometric information 
previously obtained as taught in Strait. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to verify the extracted feature converted biometric information by comparing it 
against the extracted feature converted biometric information previously obtained as 
taught in Strait for securing a cryptographic system based on biometric measurements 
(see Strait, column 2, lines 60-65). 
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Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Grigory Gurshman whose telephone number is 
(571 )272-3803. The examiner can normally be reached on 9 AM-5:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Gilberto Barron can be reached on (571)272-3799. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Grigory Gurshman 

Examiner 

Art Unit 21 32 
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